ABSTRACT. Quality-of-life in nations can be measured by how long and happy people live. This is assessed by combining data on life expectancy drawn from civil registration with survey data on subjective enjoyment of life as a whole. This measure of 'apparent' quality-of-life is a good alternative to current indexes of 'assumed' quality-of-life such as the Human Development Index. Data are available for 67 nations in the 1990s. The number of Happy-Life-Years varies considerably across nations. Switzerland is at the top with 63.0 years and Moldavia at the bottom with 20.5 years. China is in the middle with an average of 46.7. Happy lifetime has risen considerably in advanced nations over the last decade.People live longer and happier in nations characterised by economic affluence, freedom and justice. Together these three societal qualities explain 66% of the crossnational variance in Happy-Life-Years. Income equality and generous social security do not appear to be required for a long and happy life.
INTRODUCTION
When speaking about 'quality-of-life' in a nation we denote how well its citizens live. There are two ways to assess how well people live. One is to consider to what extent the country provides conditions deemed essential for a good life. In this approach the emphasis is on societal input. Since there is little certainty about what people really need, I call this 'presumed' quality-of-life. The other approach is to asses how well people thrive. In this approach the emphasis is on societal output.
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I call this 'apparent' quality of life (Veenhoven, 1996) .
An analogy may illustrate this distinction: the case of 'fertility' of the soil. If we want to know whether a piece of land is well suited for growing grain, we can estimate the input that the soil provides or consider the output it has yielded earlier.
In the input approach, we consider the structure of the soil, its percentage of moisture, the minerals and nutrients it contains, etc., because we know fairly well what grain needs and to what conditions it can adapt, we can predict fairly accurately how well the grain will grow on that soil.
In the output approach we consider the harvest. We then look at the quantity and quality of the grain harvested. Historically the fertility of land has been established in the latter way, that is, through experience (output).
The living conditions of grain can now be specified reasonably well, but the necessary living conditions for humans are less easy to specify. Not only are the humans more complicated and many-sided than grain they are also much more adaptable. In fact, a major biological specialization of the human species is its lack of specialism, combined with a capacity for learning. Therefore, the possible range of, and variation in livable societies for humans is far greater than the possible range of soils and variations in those soils that will support the fruitful growth of grain. Soil requirements for grain can be assessed experimentally, yet controlled experiments on humans and human societies are almost impossible and could not be supported ethically.
Let us keep this in mind and now consider current estimates of quality-of-life in nations.
Input Approach: 'Presumed' Quality-of-life
Most measures of quality-of-life in nations assess presence of conditions such as material affluence, schooling, political freedom and social security. There are at least two problems with this approach:
The first problem is that the need for these inputs can be questioned. Consider the example of 'social security'. Do we really need compulsory income insurance? Though there is wide public support for such arrangements, it is doubtful that we really 'need' them. RUUT VEENHOVEN 
